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COMMENT LETTER NO. 1  

DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL 

 

Harlan R. Jeche 

June 12, 2003 

 

 

Response 1-1 

 

The potential for soil contamination is addressed in the Negative Declaration (see pages 2-40 and 

2-56). As explained on Page 2-40, construction activities could uncover hydrocarbon-contaminated 

soils.  However, there is currently no evidence that soil contamination is located within the areas 

proposed for grading, trenching, or excavation.  Contaminated soil, if discovered during 

construction, will be analyzed by a state-certified laboratory to verify and determine the 

concentration and type of contamination. 

 

If soil contamination is suspected, the contaminated soil would be handled in accordance with 

appropriate federal, state, and local regulations, including SCAQMD Rule 1166 – Volatile Organic 

Compound Emissions from Decontamination of Soil, the federal Resource Conservation and 

Recovery Act, the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB)’s Remedial Action Plan 

requirements, and the DTSC’s Hazardous Waste Management Program.  The government agency 

that will provide regulatory oversight depends on the extent of the soil clean-up.  Currently, the 

Chevron Refinery is subject to numerous rules and regulations that help to minimize the release of 

hazardous substances including Federal OSHA regulations (29 CFR Part 1910, §119), Title 8 of the 

California Code of regulations (§5189), California Health and Safety Code §25534, 40 CFR Part 

68, and Title 1, §112(2)(7). 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 2 

FEDERATION OF ORGANIZATIONS FOR CONSERVING URBAN SPACE 

 

Alexander M. Man 

June 24, 2003 

 

 

Response 2-1 

 

The SCAQMD disagrees with the opinion expressed in this statement.  The Negative Declaration 

has been prepared in accordance with all relevant CEQA requirements.  The issues raised in 

Comments 2-2 through 2-5 of this letter do not raise issues that require a substantial revision to the 

draft document (CEQA Guidelines §15073.5), i.e., (1) a new, avoidable significant effect has not 

been identified so mitigation measures or project revisions have not been added; or (2) the lead 

agency has not determined that, since no new significant impacts were identified, mitigation 

measures or project revisions are not required.  As discussed in Responses 2-2 through 2-5 below, 

no significant impacts have been identified and no substantial revisions are required to the Negative 

Declaration.  Therefore, the SCAQMD disagrees that an Environmental Impact Report is required 

for this project.  

 

Response 2-2 

 

The issue of liquefaction is discussed on page 2-29 of the Negative Declaration, which identifies 

the refinery as being in an area of historic or potential liquefaction. New structures must be 

designed to comply with the Uniform Building Code Zone 4 requirements since the project is 

located in a seismically active area where liquefaction could occur.  The City of El Segundo is 

responsible for assuring that the proposed project complies with the Uniform Building Code as part 

of the issuance of the building permits and can conduct inspections to ensure compliance.  The 

Uniform Building Code is considered to be a standard safeguard against major structural failures 

and loss of life.  The goal of the code is to provide structures that will:  (1) resist minor earthquakes 

without damage; (2) resist moderate earthquakes without structural damage but with some non-

structural damage; and (3) resist major earthquakes without collapse but with some structural and 

non-structural damage.   

 

The Uniform Building Code bases seismic design on minimum lateral seismic forces ("ground 

shaking").  The Uniform Building Code requirements operate on the principle that providing 

appropriate foundations, among other aspects, helps to protect buildings from failure during 

earthquakes that could produce liquefaction.  The basic formulas used for the Uniform Building 

Code seismic design require determination of the seismic zone and site coefficient, which 

represents the foundation conditions at the site.  

 

Chevron must obtain building permits, as applicable, for all new proposed project structures.  

Chevron must submit building plans to the local cities for review.  Chevron must receive approval 

of all building plans and building permits to assure compliance with the latest Building Code 

adopted by the City prior to commencing construction activities.  The issuance of building permits, 

which is typically a ministerial approval, from the local agency will assure compliance with the 



E-7 

Uniform Building code requirements which include requirements for building within seismic 

hazard zones.  Therefore, no significant impacts associated with liquefaction are expected. 

 

Response 2-3 

 

The SCAQMD disagrees with the opinion expressed in this statement.  The Negative Declaration 

includes estimates of toxic air contaminants that may be emitted from the new Hydrogen Plant.  

The emissions of benzene associated with the Hydrogen Plant are due to the combustion of natural 

gas or refinery fuel gas in the reformer heater.  A Health Risk Assessment (HRA) was prepared for 

the proposed project (see pages 2-13 to 2-14 and Appendix B).  As indicated in the Negative 

Declaration, the increase in emissions of toxic air contaminants (including benzene) is expected to 

result in an incremental cancer risk of 4.0 x 10
-8

 or about 0.04 per million, which is well below the 

significance criteria of 10 per million (10x 10
-6

).  The steam generated by the Hydrogen  Plant will 

not come into direct contact with petroleum products and “strip” benzene (or other organic 

compounds) as suggested in this comment.  The only source of benzene emissions associated with 

the proposed project is as a by-product of the combustion of natural gas or refinery fuel gas and the 

impacts of these emissions were evaluated in the Negative Declaration.   

 

As discussed in the Negative Declaration (see Table 4 and Appendix B), the maximum cancer and 

noncancer risks are below the significance thresholds. Therefore, no further significant health risks 

are expected. This analysis is highly conservative since no credit has been taken for reduction in 

off-site health risk impacts from the shutdown of the existing, older SMR Reformer.  The 

emissions from the existing SMR Reformer are greater than the emissions from the new Hydrogen 

Plant.  Therefore, the project is expected to have overall air quality benefits by reducing the 

emissions from the Refinery (see Table 3).   

 

Response 2-4 

 

The SCAQMD disagrees with the opinion expressed in this statement.  Page 2-16 of the Negative 

Declaration indicates that there are three sensitive, threatened, or endangered species in the 

immediate vicinity of the Refinery, including the El Segundo Blue Butterfly, the Pacific Pocket 

Mouse, and the Beach Spectaclepod.  Under the discussion of the El Segundo Blue Butterfly, the 

document has been revised to indicate that the butterfly is listed by the Fish & Wildlife Service of 

the U.S. Department of the Interior as an endangered species.  This modification, however, does 

not constitute significant new information. 

 

Please see Response 2-3 regarding the effects of the project on refinery emissions, including 

benzene emissions.  As indicated, the replacement of the old Hydrogen Plant with a new Hydrogen 

Plant is expected to result in overall emission reduction and an air quality benefit.  The new 

Hydrogen Plant will be located about 1.5 miles away from the butterfly sanctuary, in the same 

general location as the existing Hydrogen Plant (which will be demolished).  The location of both 

the new and existing Hydrogen Plants are a sufficient distance (1.5 miles) so that no significant 

impacts to the butterfly sanctuary have occurred or are expected. 
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Response 2-5 

 

The SCAQMD disagrees with the opinion expressed in this statement.  Seismic maps are not 

specifically required to be included in CEQA documents.  Although no map is provided, the 

potential magnitude of an earthquake and the distance of each fault to the Refinery is discussed in 

the Negative Declaration (see pages 2-23 through 2-27).  The 1933 Long Beach earthquake is 

discussed on page 2-24 of the Negative Declaration.  The Negative Declaration adequately 

discusses the earthquake faults in the area and indicates that, based on the historical record, it is 

highly probable that earthquakes will affect the Los Angeles region.  In addition, there is the 

potential for damage to new structures in the event of an earthquake.  However, as discussed in 

Response 2-2 and on page 2-28 of the Negative Declaration, those impacts are expected to be less 

than significant, due to the requirements of the Uniform Building Code.    

 


